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Berdasarkan hasil penelitian dan analisis tentang Decoy Effect Dalam 
Keputusan Pembelian Konsumen: Studi Eksperimen Produk-Produk Indonesia, 
maka diperoleh kesimpulan bahwa:  
1. Penentuan produk Target dapat dilihat bahwa suatu produk dianggap 
konsumen memiliki nilai produk yang tinggi dengan harga yang paling 
masuk akal, produk Kompetitor merupakan produk yang memiliki nilai 
serta harga produk yang sesuai (rata-rata) dan produk decoy adalah produk 
yang memiliki nilai produk rendah dengan harga yang tidak sesuai. 
Sehingga dapat disimpulkan bahwa produk Target merupakan produk 
yang paling banyak diminati atau akan dipilih oleh konsumen, yang 
kemudian dilanjutkan oleh produk Kompetitor dan yang terakhir adalah 
produk Decoy. 
2.  Decoy effect berpengaruh terhadap perubahan keputusan pembelian 
konsumen di setiap produk dan di setiap sudut pandang demografi. Akan 
tetapi, decoy effect tidak berhasil diterapkan untuk meningkatkan jumlah 
target produk di Indonesia, sebab hanya responden dari generasi X saja 
yang berhasil dipengaruhi oleh strategi  ini. Sedangkan, dari sudut 
pandang jenis kelamin (pria, wanita), tingkat pendapatan (< Rp. 500.000 -  






dipengaruhi oleh strategi decoy effect ini. Sehingga, secara keseluruhan 
dapat dikatakan bahwa strategi decoy effect belum berhasil diterapkan 
pada produk-produk di Indonesia yang  dikarenakan faktor penetapan 
harga yang masih kurang dikelola untuk meningkatkan sensitivitas 
konsumen terhadap decoy effect. 
 
5.2. Implikasi Manajerial 
Berdasarkan hasil penelitian  yang telah dilakukan, maka implikasi manajerial 
yang dapat dilakukan perusahaan di Indonesia adalah sebagai berikut : 
1. Bagi perusahaan-perusahaan di Indonesia, diharapkan mampu memahami 
strategi decoy effect secara menyeluruh. Tidak hanya sekedar teori namun 
diharapkan dapat menerapkan teori yang sudah ada. Salah satunya dengan 
cara menetapkan harga yang lebih mempengaruhi psikologi konsumen 
(sesuai teori) sehingga strategi decoy effect berhasil. Dan keberhasilan 
stategi ini nantinya akan membawa dampak positif yaitu kenaikan tingkat 
pendapatan perusahaan yang lebih tinggi 
2. Bagi perusahaan : 
 French fries 
Perusahaan dapat lebih  menekankan adanya alterlatif pilihan 
produk decoy pada konsumen dengan generasi X. Dimana 
konsumen dengan generasi X terbukti akan lebih sensitif terhadap 
produk decoy yang membuatnya akan beralih kepada produk target 







Perusahaan dapat berfokus untuk menawarkan produknya kepada 
konsumen generasi X karena terbukti bahwa konsumen di usia 
tersebut dapat berhasil dipengaruhi oleh strategi decoy effect.  
 Paket Internet 
Perusahaan dapat lebih mengutamakan untuk menawarkan 
produknya dengan menggunakan strategi decoy effect kepada 
konsumen laki-laki di usia generasi X. 
  Produk Kebutuhan Sehari-hari (Shampo, Pasta Gigi, Sabun Cuci 
Piring) 
Untuk perusahaan yang menjual produk-produk kebutuhan sehari-
hari dapat lebih memfokuskan penjualannya kepada konsumen 
dengan generasi X karena terbukti bahwa konsumen bergenerasi X 
dapat lebih mudah terpengaruh untuk berpindah pilihan menjadi 
produk target.  
Sehingga, dapat disimpulkan bahwa perusahaan harus menyadari bahwa 
generasi X merupakan usia produktif seseorang yang bisa perusahaan 
amati lebih lanjut sebagai target penjualan produknya. Hal ini dikarenakan 
dalam usia tersebut, mayoritas konsumen sudah berkeluarga. Sehingga, 
kebutuhan yang harus dibeli oleh konsumen tersebut akan lebih banyak 
jumlahnya. Untuk itu, konsumen dengan generasi X tidak akan berpikir 
lebih lagi ketika adanya produk decoy  yang dimana akan merangsang 






selanjutnya, perusahaan harus memikirkan strategi baru dan fokus untuk 
mempersiapkan target pasar baru yaitu konsumen dengan generasi Y yang 
dimana seiring berjalannya waktu, konsumen tersebut juga akan 
memposisikan diri seperti konsumen generasi X dan menjadi target baru 
bagi perusahaan. 
 
3. Memperhatikan setiap faktor-faktor yang dapat mempengaruhi konsumen 
dalam melakukan pembelian. Ketika perusahaan telah melakukan 
penetapan harga yang jauh lebih sensitif terhadap konsumen, maka 
demografi konsumen juga akan mempengaruhi keputusan pembelian. 
Sehingga, dalam hal ini perlu diperhatikan kembali segmen pasar atau 
target pasar perusahaan. 
  
5.3. Keterbatasan Penelitian dan Saran  
Berdasarkan hasil penelitian, ditemukan beberapa kelemahan dalam penelitian ini 
yaitu : 
1. Ketidakberhasilan strategi decoy effect dapat diakibatkan karena terlalu 
banyak faktor yang mempengaruhi seorang konsumen (responden) 
melakukan pengambilan keputusan. Baik itu faktor kebutuhan, jumlah 
anggota keluarga, gaya hidup, dan masih banyak lagi. Sehingga, strategi 
decoy effect menjadi tidak berhasil mempengaruhi keputusan pembelian 






diharapkan dapat menambahkan variabel lain untuk diujikan selain faktor 
demografi yang dapat dikontrol.  
2. Peneliti hanya melakukan uji beda pada hasil sebelum dan sesudah adanya 
decoy effect. Namun, peneliti tidak melakukan uji beda pada harga obyek 
penelitian, baik itu menggunakan harga produk asli dan harga produk 
buatan. Sehingga, diharapkan pada penelitian selanjutnya dapat dilakukan 
uji beda harga untuk lebih lagi memastikan bahwa harga menjadi sangat 
berpengaruh dalam sensitivitas konsumen akan dampak dari decoy effect. 
3. Dalam penelitian ini, obyek yang digunakan tidak dipastikan adalah 
produk-produk dari perusahaan yang menerapkan strategi decoy effect 
sehingga diharapkan dalam penelitian selanjutnya dapat menambahkan 
produk dari perusahaan yang telah melakukan strategi decoy effect supaya 
lebih dipastikan apakah strategi decoy effect dapat berhasil diterapkan di 
Indonesia. Selain itu, obyek penelitian bisa menggunakan produk-produk 
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Pilihlah salah satu produk 
yang akan Anda beli 




jawaban di atas dan 
bukan pilihan yang 
lain 
 
Berdasarkan informasi yang 
tersedia, iPod yang akan 
Anda pilih 
 
Jelaskan pertimbangan Anda 
dalam memilih opsi iPod di atas 
Pria 23 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) I like Biggest 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Lebih efisien dengan harga yg 
terjangkau 
Pria 22 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Bukan makanan 
pokok 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Storage 
Pria 22 < Rp. 500.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Karena selisih harga 
hanya sedikit 








Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Mau beli yang tidak 
mahal dan tidak 
murah, jadi ditengah- 
tengah 
 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
Menurut saya, saya tidak terlalu 
membutuhkan iPod jadi saya 
memilih yang paling murah 
Wanita 20 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) Lebih banyak 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Lebih murah 
Wanita 21 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Supaya lebih 
kenyang 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Harganya lebih terjangkau 
Pria 22 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 








Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Karna pas, kalau 
small kurang, large 
kebanyakan 
 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Soalnya cuman beda sedikit 






< Rp. 500.000 
 




16k, untuk ukuran 
small terlalu mahal 
 
32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) 
Selain kebutuhan hanya 
membutuhkan memori sedang, 







Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Small ( Rp.10.000) 
Harga kebutuhan 
sehari" secukupnya, 
menabung untuk masa 
depan 
 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
 
Pilih sesuai kebutuhan dan 










Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Kenyang tidak 
berlebihan 
32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) Sesuai kantong dan kebutuhan 
Wanita 21 < Rp. 500.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Selisih 6000 32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) 
Memilih kapasitas penyimpanan yg 
cukup banyak 
Pria 21 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) Biar kenyang 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Supaya tmpt penyimpanan bnyak 
Wanita 22 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) Tanggung 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Terpaut sedikit 








Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Medium ukuran pas. 
Kalau large terlalu 
kenyang 
 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Kapasitas lebih besar, harga tidak 
jauh berbeda 
Pria 22 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Karena lebih besar 
lebih puas 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Harga mencerminkan performa 
ipod 
Pria 23 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) suka ngemil 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) memory banyak , lagu banyak 
Pria 21 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) pas ga terlalu mahal 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) lebih baik beli yg lain drpd ipod 
Pria 21 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Lebih banyak, lebih 
kenyang 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Karena pnyimpanan besar 
Wanita 20 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 






Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Kalo yg small isinya 
dikit~ klo medium 
tanggung mending 
skalian large cm 
nambah 4rb lur~ 
 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Klo 16 gb kecil sizenya~ gabisa isi 
bnyak.. tp klo beli yg 32gb 
nanggung jg sih ~ jd mending 64gb 
Pria 22 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Porsinya pas untuk 
saya 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 






Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Small ( Rp.10.000) 
cari yang paling 
murah dan memang 
tidak terlalu suka fast 
 
32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) 
membutuhkan kapasitas memori 









    food jadi cari yang 
porsi paling sedikit 







Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Ukurannya tidak 
terlalu kecil dan 
dengan harga yang 
tidak paling mahal. 
 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
Paling murah. Dengan 16 gb 
sudah bisa menampung banyak 
lagu. 
Wanita 21 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Tengah2 32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) Harga dan kapasitas 
Wanita 21 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
biar kenyang tpga 
kekenyangan 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) spy muat banyak 
Pria 22 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) Isinya banyak 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
Opsi termurah, walaupun 
sebenarnya tidak butuh ipod 
Pria 21 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Doyan kentang 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Memory gak bisa di tambah 
nanggung 
Wanita 20 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
kalo yg medium rugi 
cuma ngacek 4000 






< Rp. 500.000 
 





16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
Karena memilih palimg murah 






Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 
Small ( Rp.10.000) 
karena bisa beli dua 
dan hasilnya lebih 
banyak 
 




Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Selisih harga yg 
tidak jauh 





Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
 
Small ( Rp.10.000) 
Mencari harga yang 
pas untuk membeli 
kentang 
 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
16gb sudah cukup untuk diisi 
banyak lagu 
Wanita 20 < Rp. 500.000 Small ( Rp.10.000) 
Karena takut tidak 
habis 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) memory yg besar 
Wanita 20 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) lebih murah 32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) lebih murah 
Pria 22 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 










Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Small ( Rp.10.000) Karna murah 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Lebih gede storageny 
Wanita 20 < Rp. 500.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Karena suka 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Harga 64gb tidak beda jauh dgn 
32gb 
Wanita 19 >Rp.2.000.000 Small ( Rp.10.000) 
kurang suka makan 
french fries 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
kurang digunakan dlm kehidupan 
sehari hari 
Pria 21 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) pas buat dimakan 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Memori yg lbh gede lebih awet 
penggunaannya 
Pria 21 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Supaya puas 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Selisih perbandingan harga 
terhadap kualitas yang didapat 
Pria 20 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Karena medium 
sudah cukup. 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Memori besar lebih baik untuk 
jaga jaga. 
Wanita 21 < Rp. 500.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Murah pas 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Murah 
Pria 20 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) suka ngemil 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) efisien 
Pria 20 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Small ( Rp.10.000) Paling murah 32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) 
Ram 16 nanggung banget, buat 
saya yg suka main game berat 
Pria 21 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) Biar kenyang 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Sekalian besar 
Wanita 22 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Sekalian dan uang 
pas 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
Sesuai kebutuhan dan 
kemampuan 
Pria 22 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Lebih puas 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Murah 
Pria 21 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Ukuran nya pas 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Penyimpanan lebih besar 
Pria 22 
Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Small ( Rp.10.000) Murah 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Murah 
Wanita 21 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 









Wanita 48 >Rp.2.000.000 Small ( Rp.10.000) Cukup yg small 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 









Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
 
krn cukup kenyang 
mkn yg medium 
 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
krn ipod tdk ad memory external, jd 
mesti beli yg 64gb supaya cukup 
unt memenuhi kebutuhan 
penyimpanan data. dr pd kurang n 













16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
 
Kebutuhan orang tua tidak banyak 
Pria 46 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Karena mahal 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Beda tipis dgn harga 32 GB 








Large ( Rp. 20.000) 




64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
 
Lebih besar 
Pria 50 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Kacek harga nya 
tidak terlalu jauh 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Karena harganya tidak terlalu jauh 
Wanita 51 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Lebih hemat dan 
besar 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Tidak suka mendengar lagu 
Wanita 47 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Sdh cukup 32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) Bagi sy 32 GB sdh cukup 
Wanita 51 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Lebih murah 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Kapasitas bisa banyak 
Pria 58 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Lebih murah 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Bisa di isi banyak 
Pria 26 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
tidak suka 
berlebihan 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) tidak suka 
Wanita 23 >Rp.2.000.000 Small ( Rp.10.000) 
Kecil lebih murah 
beli 2 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
Harga Selisih sedikit dengan 32gb 








Small ( Rp.10.000) 
Beli 2 small kadang 
porsinya lebih besar 
drpd yang large 
 
32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) 

















Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
karena pesan menu 
yg lain, dan beda 




16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
 
tidak perlu yg besar karena sudah 
ada pemutar musik sejenis spotify 
dll. 
Wanita 43 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Untuk share 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Untuk pemakaian jangka pjg 
Wanita 43 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Krn selisih harga 
sedikit 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Selisih harga kecil 








Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Harga dengan 
medium hanyak beda 
sedikit tetapi 
porsi beda banyak 
 
32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) 
Play list lagu yg saya sukai tidak 
begitu banyak jadi saya 
menganggap cukup dengan 32gb 
Wanita 40 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Utk sharring makan 
ramai ramai 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Lebih murah 
Wanita 46 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Bisa dibagi bersama 
keluarga 
32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) 
Cukup utk menyimpan lagu2 
favorit 
Wanita 1975 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Lebih mantap 32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) Middle choice 
Pria 27 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Harga 20k murah 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Muat banyak file 












32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) 
Kalau 64gb terlalu banyak. Jadi 
32 saja yg sdh cukup 
menguntungkan 
Wanita 27 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Karna cukup dgn 
ukuran medium 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Biar bs byk msk data, gak.lemot 









Wanita 35 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Cukup 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Banyak gb nya 
Wanita 40 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Ukuran pas utk 2 org 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Lbh murah 
Wanita 43 < Rp. 500.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Lapar 32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) Sanggup belinya yang segitu 
Pria 29 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Ad deh 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Ad deh 
Pria 41 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Sesuai kebutuhan 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Sesuai kebutuhan 
Wanita 47 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
sesuai dgn isi 
penghasilan 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) sesuai sama pendapatan 





Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 





64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
 
Agar kapasitas sesuai 












64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
dibanding membeli yang 32gb, 
lebih baik membeli yang 64gb 
selisih harganya tipis tetapu 
kapasitasnya 2 kali lipat 
Pria 28 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Puas mantap 
kenyang 
32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) 

















Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Karna saya pribadi 
menyukai french 
fries, dan menurut 
saya, saya tdk 
keberatan dengan 






64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 
 
Saya penikmat musik dan tentunya 
sering mendownload segala 
macam genre musik. Oleh karna itu 













Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Segala sesuatu yg 
medium lbh enak d 
konsumsi 
 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
 
Tidak suka mendengarkan musik 
Wanita 41 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) 
Makan beramai2 lbh 
seru 
64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Biar muat banyak lagunya 
Pria 41 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Pas 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Bisa muat banyak 
Wanita 38 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Pas 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Tanggung M 
Pria 1978 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Seimbang 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Kebutuhan 
Wanita 44 >Rp.2.000.000 Large ( Rp. 20.000) Sharing 64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) Kapasitas memori n harga 
Wanita 1978 >Rp.2.000.000 Small ( Rp.10.000) 
Kurang suka 
kentang goreng 
32 GB (Rp. 3.600.000) Yang tengah-tengah saja 
Wanita 43 >Rp.2.000.000 Medium ( Rp. 16.000) Porsi nya cukup 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Cukup 
Wanita 42 >Rp.2.000.000 Small ( Rp.10.000) 
Hanya beli yg 
diperlukan 
16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) Hanya beli yg diperlukan 
Wanita 30 >Rp.2.000.000 Small ( Rp.10.000) Kecil murah 16 GB (Rp. 2.800.000) 
Sebenernya tidak tertarik sama 
ipod 
Wanita 40 
Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 16.000) 
Garing tapi juga 
empuk 













64 GB (Rp.4.000.000) 















Internet ( berlaku 7 
hari) yang 
memungkinkan 
untuk Anda pilih 
 
 
Jelaskan apa yang 
membuat Anda 















Pasta Gigi yang 
memungkinkan 





jawaban di atas 
Pilih ukuran 
Sabun Cuci 













3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Dengan 3gb sudah 
sangat cukup untuk 
keperluan sehari hari 




























10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Butuh kouta banyak 













3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
Karena 7 hari terlalu 





340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
Kalo beli yg 
170ml di kali 2 
kan 35 lebih 
mahal, jd 











400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 









untuk kuota 10GB 
dengan harga 50an 




70 mL (Rp. 
8.400) 
Karena saya 











Saya memilih yang 
tidak banyak dan 
tidak sedikit, jadi 





Saya tidak sering 
mencuci piring 
karena saya biasa 
makan diluar, jadi 










 jika jaringannya 
bagus. 









































3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Lumayan cukup 






























3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Karena 3gb cukup 
untuk 7 hari 













3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
1 gb sedikit, 10gb 
kebanyakan 
 










Biar ga bolak 











3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
 
Sy tipe orang yg 
tidak banyak pakai 
internet, lebih 
banyak pakai WiFi 










sekali beli, juga 
shampo expired 




















saya boros kalo 
pake yg ukuran 
besar makanya 












3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Mempertimbangkan 
yang akan di 
gunakan sehingga 
tidak kurang atau 
lebih 
 




















3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
Pas kantong dan 
kebutuhan 
 









sikat gigi kan yah 3 
kali sehari plus 
sebelum tidur 
 





3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
3 Gb cukup untuk 7 
hari 






400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
400 ml cukup 
dugunakan 
selama 1 bulan 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Tahan lama 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Terpaut sedikit 










10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Kuota psti habis 










3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
3GB sudah cukup 
 






















kuota per hari 














sabun cuci piring 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
suka nonton film 
























120 gram (Rp. 
7.500) 
















   lebih dari 
cukup 
    





170 mL ( Rp. 
17.500) 
Murah, cukup 




Murah, cukup utk 1 
org sebulan 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Murah, cukup utk 
1 org sebulan 
 
3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
ngirit 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 













3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Yg 3gb aja~ cuma 7 
hari kebutuhan 
internet udah 
dipenuhin sm wi-fi 
wkwkwk 
 
170 mL ( Rp. 
17.500) 
Rambut pendek 








beli 190gr 11rb .. 
nmbah 1.700 udh 
dpt yg 225gr 
 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Kalo 780ml 





1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
Wifi rumah udah 
kencenggg 






Biar gaperlu beli2 
lagi, lebih hemat 
230 mL 
(Rp.5.000) 
230 ml sudah 






3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
 
1 gb untuk 7 hari 
jelas kurang 
sedangkan 10 gb 
untuk 7 hari akan 
kelebihan dan jadi 
























ukuran besar pasti 
jangka waktu 
pemakaian akan 
lebih lama karna 
banyak isinya. 
tidak mau repot 









ukuran besar pasti 
jangka waktu 
pemakaian akan 
lebih lama karna 
banyak isinya. 
tidak mau repot 
bolak balik beli 
sabun cuci piring 
 




internet, jadi butuh 
kuota yang cukup 
banyak. 
 
















Untuk anak kos, 
ukuran tersebut 











1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
Karena masih ada 
wifi 













3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) ada wifi 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 




spy ga cepet abis 
780 mL 
(Rp.15.000) 
spy ga cepet abis 
 
1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
Hanya berlaku 7 
hari, dan biasanya 7 
hari 1gb masih sisa 












10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Psti habis 












3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) ada wifi 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 



































tidak terlalu besar 
1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
banyak wifi 
bertebaran 












10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Selisih harga, jika d 
hitung per gb jadi 
jauh lbh murah 













3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Pas, 1gb terlalu 
sedikit dan 10 
terlalu banyak 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
Agar tidak bolak 











3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Cukup untuk 
seminggu 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
beli besar agar 
tidak cepat habis 
225 gram 
(Rp.12.700) 
Besar agar tidak 






10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
lebih setimbang 








biar gak beli lagi 
3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) sesuai kebutuhan 




















3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Tidak terlalu banyak, 
tidak trlalu 
sdkit 











Biar ngak bolak 
balik 
supermarket 
1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
Tdk perlu banyak 
karena pake wifi 











10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
 
very usefull dan itu 
termasuk murah 
 

















1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
10 gb untuk 7 hari 
ga bakal habis 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 








Biar ga cepat 
habis 
3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) Kebutuhan 















































3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) Sedang 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
lebih murah per GB 





lebih murah jga, 
anak kos coy 
230 mL 
(Rp.5.000) 




10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Sayang kalo beli 
yang 3 atau 1 gb, 
nanggung jg buat 
saya yg suka main 






















Biar gak cepet 




10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Lebih murah 

















































dan harga tidak 
janggal 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Lebih puas 









Lebih banyak isi 
 
3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Jumlah kuota yg 
dibutuhkan pas 
untuk seminggu 













3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Karena tidak terlalu 
banyak dan murah 
wkwk 












10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Butuh 










10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Sesuai kebutuhan 











3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
krn cukup bagi saya 
unt 7 hari 
 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
ukuran lbh bsr 








mesti bolak balik 
ganti dan brg 
kebutuhan sehari2 









3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
 
10gb terlalu banyak 
untuk 7 hari 
 
 

























beli yg 400ml 
atau 230ml 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Lebih murah 


















10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Murah 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Lebih besar 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Lebih murah 










10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Murah 









3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) Sdh cukup 






Krn rutin dipakai 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Cukup 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Lebih murah 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Lebih murah 









3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) hemat 









agar tidak sering 
sering beli 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Selisih sedikit 
dengan harga 3gb 
tapi data 3x lipat 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
Harga selisih 






























1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
ada wifi dirumah 
dan kantor, jd hanya 
butuh sedikit kuota 
untuk diluar. 
 











rutin tiap harinya. 






rutin tiap harinya. 
pilih yg paling 
efisien. 




340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
Lbh murah dan 



















10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Selisih harga sedikit 












3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Worth 3GB buat 7 
hari 













3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
 
 
Menurut saya cukup 
utk kebutuh sy 
selama 7hr krn 
banyaknya jaringan 





































10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Sesuai kebutuhan 






















10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Besar giga nya 













10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Jaman sekarang 
semua online. Butuh 
banyak kuota. 
 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
Tidak perlu beli 







Harga ny tidak 
beda jauh. Bisa di 









1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
Sy jarang streaming 
di luar rumah 












3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
10gb terlalu banyak 















Pasta gigi tdk akan 
expired cepat, jadi 





















10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Biar gak beli2 trus 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 








Biar gak beli2 
trus 
 
3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
cmn buat wa doang 
ckp kok 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 









gak bolak balik 
supermarket 
3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) Cukup untuk 7 hari 








400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Tidak boros 
1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) Lbh murah 






Setiap hari pakai 
780 mL 
(Rp.15.000) 
Setiap hari pakai 
1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
Ga perlu banyak- 
banyak 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Ad deh 






400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Ad deh 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Sesuai kebutuhan 









1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
sesuai ama 
kebutuham 











1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
7 hari cukup..soal 
nya di mana mana 
ada wifi 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
Biasa nya lebih 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Karna suka main 
internet 

































Saya kalau sudah 
cocok dgn produk 
sesuatu sperti odol 
saya 




























340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
lebih murah, dan 
lebih banyak 
pemakainannya 
















lebih lama habis 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Lebih hemat dan 
bnyak penggunaan 






Hemat juga atuh 
780 mL 
(Rp.15.000) 






3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
3gb untuk 1 minggu 
sudah cukup utk saya 
gunakan di kegiatan 
luar, karena saya 
lebih sering  
menggunakan wifi di 





















yang tidak terlalu 
banyak dengan 
volume banyak 




10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Lebih murah 





Murah n lebih 





3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) 
Jaman sekarang 
banyak wifi free 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
Isi lbh banyak 
Pasti lbh murah 
225 gram 
(Rp.12.700) 




Biar s Mba ga 
bolak balik alfa 
or Indomaret 
3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) Sesuai pemakaian 












10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Sering dipakai 
340 mL (Rp. 
31.900 ) 
Dipakai ramai2 
120 gram (Rp. 
7.500) 




expire date tidak 
begitu masalah 




170 mL ( Rp. 
17.500) 
Praktis 






10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
GB n harga 




120 gram (Rp. 
7.500) 
Ukuran praktis 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Harga n ga berat 









3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) Sama seperti diatas 










1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
Cukup krn sdh ada 
wifi di rumah dan di 
kantor 
 









Hanya dipakai utk 
berdua 
 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Hanya dipakai utk 
mencuci baju 2 
org baru habis 
3 bulan kmdn 
3 GB ( Rp. 39.000) Itu yg diperlukan 






400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Yg diperlukan 
1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
Tidak perlu banyak 
kuota 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Banyak kuotanya 












1 GB ( Rp. 28.000) 
Sebtulnya gak mau 
milih krn mahal 1 
GB hrg 28rb hy 
7hari. Sementara ada 
yg 30 hari pulhan 
GB dan 




















































Pilihlah salah satu 






Sebutkan alasan Anda 
memilih jawaban di atas dan 
bukan pilihan yang lain 
Pilihan iPod yang 
akan di brli 
berdasarkan 
informasi di bawah 
 
Jelaskan pertimbangan 
Anda dalam memilih 








Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 









Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 
Selisih nya cuma 4000 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 
Selisihnya gak begitu 






Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
 




















dengan selisih harga 



















Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 




Lebih suka yg memori 














Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 




sedangkan bs 2kali lipat 





Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 









Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 











Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
 












Large ( Rp.20.000) 
Karens harga cmn beda 4 
ribu dptnya large 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 
Lbh banyak mb nya, 





Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
 
Ga suka karbo banyak2 
32 GB(Rp. 
3.600.000) 






Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
 





Terpaut sedikit lebih 






Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 





Memilih kapasitas yang 
lebih besar, dengan 
perbedaan harga yang 







Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 



















Selisih sedikit dan apple 





























Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 




Tambah uang lebih besar 
sedikit tapi sudah dapat 





Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 




kapasitas lbh besar dgn 





Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
 









Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 












Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
















< Rp. 500.000 
 
 




Medium cocok untuk 





Harga yg terlalu tinggi 
untuk spesifikasi pada 
seri tab di pasaran serta 
pertimbangan kapasitas 









Large ( Rp.20.000) 




Harga beda tipis tp 









Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 
karna cuma beda 4 ribu 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 
cuma beda 400 tapi 








Large ( Rp.20.000) 




Termasuk tipe yang tidak 
memerlukan 



























Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 




Harga selisih dikit tapi 









Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 









Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 











Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 




Harga selisih dikit, 





Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
 
Karena lebih murah 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 






Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 













Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 











Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 
Beda harga hanya sedikit 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 






Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 




















< Rp. 500.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 











Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
 









Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
belum tentu habis dan gak 




selisih harganya cuma 
400k tapi memorinya 





Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 









Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 












Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 
Isinya lebih banyak 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 







< Rp. 500.000 
 














Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 






harga cuman selisih 







< Rp. 500.000 












Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 



















< Rp. 500.000 












Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 












< Rp. 500.000 
Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
 









Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 










Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 
 












< Rp. 500.000 
Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
Liat dulu bedanya, kalo beda 
jauh beli large. 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 
Cman beda 400k, spec 












Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 
enak, ketagihan, harga large 




harga ipod kapasitas 64 
gb dengan 32 gb selisih 
dikit, lebih besar ipod 






Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 





lbh besar,ga perlu 





Rp. 501.000 - 
Rp.1.000.000 




































Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
 











Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
 
Supaya tidak terlalu kenyang 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 









Large ( Rp.20.000) 










Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 




















kapasitasnya beda jauh, 

































































































Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 
karna selesih sedikit 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 
harga lbh murah dgn 







Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 













Large ( Rp.20.000) 




Bigger storage, who 









Large ( Rp.20.000) 




Selisihnya harga hanya 
tidak terlalu jauh dan 













Harga selisih sedikit 













32 GB sudah cukup 






Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 














Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
Cukup sebagai cemilan 
teman si soda dan ayam 
32 GB(Rp. 
3.600.000) 
Murah dan kebutuhan 








Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
Cukup sebagai cemilan 
teman si soda dan ayam 
32 GB(Rp. 
3.600.000) 
Murah dan kebutuhan 













































Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 























Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 




















































Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
 









Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 


































Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
 











Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
 

























Rp. 1.5001.000 - 
Rp. 2.000.000 
 






































































Large ( Rp.20.000) 
Lebih banyak bisa untuk 
sharing hanya nambah 4rb 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 

















Large ( Rp.20.000) 



























Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 
Beda dikit aja 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 







< Rp. 500.000 
 
Large ( Rp.20.000) 












Medium ( Rp. 
16.000) 
Karna saya tidak suka untuk 
membeli yang besar.tetapi 
akhirnya gak dimakan 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 
Krna untuk menyimpan 








Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 
Selisih cuma sedikit 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 









Large ( Rp.20.000) 
 
Besar itu joss 
64 GB 
(Rp.4.000.000) 



















salah satu paket 
internet yang 









































jawaban di atas 






butuh banyak shampo 
dan lbh murah 
225 gram 
(Rp.12.700) 
selisih sedikit harga 
nya 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
cuci piring tidak butuh 
banyak 
 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
3 gb dgn harga 39 
ribu trmasuk mahal, 
dan 57rb 

















Isinya 2x lebih banyak, 
tapi biaya yg perlu 
dtambah tdk smpai 2 
kalinya 























Karena isi lebih banyak 




Isi lebih banyak 
sehingga lebih awet 
masa habisnya 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Karena saya jarang 
sekali memakai benda 
tersebut 

























10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
 
Lebih besar kuota 




Karena lebih murah 
beli yg 340ml krn dpt 






Yg banyak bisa 






pengeluaran, jika ada 
hrg yg lbh murah 
kenapa tdk beli yg 
murah saja 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
Karna pemakaian 












Biar lbh awet dan 
harganya jg selisihnya 
dikit 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
 
Harga selisih dikit 
340 mL 
(Rp.31.900) 
Lebih untung beli 








Harga selisih dikit 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
3 gb ga cukup 









Gpp lbh suka yg kecil 
780 mL 
(Rp.15.000) 
Karena sering cepet 
habis 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 





Lbh bnyk lbh murah 
225 gram 
(Rp.12.700) 
Dipake terus, lbh 
bnyk lbh murah jg 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 
Yg kcl saja ckup 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Karna lebih 




Biar lbh irit beli dua yg 




Lbh murah 225gr 




10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
7 hari si.. :( sehari 




Pake sampo tiap hari 
kuantity in need. Lbh 




Butuh yg besar 
780 mL 
(Rp.15.000) 
Kl buat kebutuhan ya 
pilih yg besar 


















3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
10 gb terlalu besar 
untuk masa berlaku 
7 hari, karna saat 
ini sangat mudah 





















Harga lebih hemat 
dengan perkiraan 










10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 













Beli kok nanggung 
















3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
cukup 3 GB dalam 










400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 
cukup butuh sedikit 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
3 GB sudah cukup 
karena dimana" 
banyak wifi gratis 
170 mL 
(Rp.17.500) 
Sudah cukup dipakai. 




Lebih banyak, selisih 
harga hanya sedikit 
780 mL 
(Rp.15.000) 
Lebih murah, dipakai 
lebih lama 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
pemakaian hanya 7 









pemakaian bisa lama 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
tdk terlalu sering 
memakai jg yg sdkit 
saja 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
 












Isi lebih banyak 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 









Ga perlu bolak balik 
beli 















Beda dikit tanggung 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Rugi beli yg besar klo 
yg kecil aja gk abis :( 
 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
Penggunaan kuota 
yg efektif untuk 
kegiatan sehari- 












Selisih harga dan berat 
yg masih kecil, 225 




400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 
Berat isi yg sesuai 
dengan harga pasaran 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 























3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 









cuma beda 1000 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 
jarang cuci piring 
 
























Agak tidak cepat habis 











Biar gigi putih 
780 mL 
(Rp.15.000) 








Lebih hemat , dan 
melihat selisih 






Lebih hemat . Selisih 
harga lebih dikit . Kalo 
ukuran shampoo lebih 
besar biasanya 
makeknya jg lebih irit , 
habisnya lebih lama ( 








Lebih hemat , 
sekalian daripada 








Lebih hemat . 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
 





























10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 













Lebih lama habisnya 
























10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 










400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 
Ga terlalu sering dipake 
 







Karena sudah memilih 
shampoo yang cocok 









400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Cukup buat isi refil, 
kalau kebanyakan 
tempatnya jadi gk rapi 
















3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
Kebutuhan kuota 7 












Lebih murah ukuran 
besar 






Tidak suka terlalu 
besar cepet habis 
225 gram 
(Rp.12.700) 
Biar belinya cuma 
sekali 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
Selisih nya harga 
lumayan banyak 
 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
lebih murah kalau 
dibandingkan 





yang besar lebih murah, 
selisih 4ribu kalau yg 










lebuh hemat yang gede 































Selisih harga sedikit 















Terhitung lebih murah 

























3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
Seminggu ga 
sampe 10gb jadi yg 











Bedanya dikit kali 





Sekalian jangja panjang 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
 
karena ada wifi 
340 mL 
(Rp.31.900) 




biar ga beli2 pasta 
gigi terus 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
karena jarang nyuci 
(makan dikos) 
















3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
Karna hanya 7 hari. 




Biar sekalian beli yang 
besar ml nya. 
225 gram 
(Rp.12.700) 
Beda 2.700 mending 
beli yg 225gran 
780 mL 
(Rp.15.000) 
Beli yang besar sekalian 
biar tidak bolak balik 
supermarket 
 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
yg murah. di rumah 
ada wifi juga jd 






gak suka yg besar2, 
soalnya lama habisnya. 
suka pakai shampoo yg 
wanginya beda2. 






yg sedang2 aja 
 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
malah yang 2000 an 
cukup..gasuka beli 
produk besar2. yg 
simple2 aja habisnya 
lama kok. 
















3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 














10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 





biar ga ush beli lagi 
225 gram 
(Rp.12.700) 
beda 1.300 mending 




biar ga ush beli lagi 















Jatohnya lebih murah 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 


























10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
paket internet 
ukuran 10 gb lebih 
besar daripada 3 gb, 
paket internet 10 gb 
dengan 
harga 57 ribu 
tergolong murah 












harga shampo ukuran 
340 ml lebih ekonomis 
daripada 170 ml, bisa 










harga pasta gigi 
ukuran 225 gram 
lebih ekonomis 
daripada 190 gram, 
bisa digunakan 










harga sabun cuci ukuran 
780 ml lebih ekonomis 
daripada 400 ml 
 









banyak,harga jatuh nya 
lebih murah,kalo emang 
cocok langsung 








400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 
Kalau pakai ga perlu 
banyak2,awet 


























































Karna sering di pakai 
saya pilih yg besar 




Lebih murah yg besar 
 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 








Supaya tidak cepat 






Supaya tidak cepat 






Supaya tidak cepat habis 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 














10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 













murah yg besar 















Biar piringnya wangi 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 





















Biar lama abisnya 
225 gram 
(Rp.12.700) 





Lebih banyak dan awet 











Ga belanja melulu 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 
Ga Pernah nyuci 
















10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
 













3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
karna batas 
waktunya cm 7 hari 
170 mL 
(Rp.17.500) 
untuk botol besar 
bhsnya trlalu lama 
225 gram 
(Rp.12.700) 

















Sehari cukup 2 kali 

















per giga, konsumsi 






Lebih hemat, apalagi 





Isi lebih banyak, 





Jangka panjang, jadi pilih 
yg banyak sekalian.. 
 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
Krn di kantor dan 
kos ada wifi jadi 












harganya tidak terlalu 
jauh 
 













Harga sebetulnya lbh 
murah krn kapasitas lbh 
banyak. Merupakan 





Rutin dipakai shg lbh 
murah yg besar 
 






3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
 
Cuma 1 minggu 








kebutuhan harian.. kalau 









beda dgn shampoo, 
penggunaannya lebih 
sering (pagi, malam) 
jadi lebih worth buat 
beli 225 gr sekalian 
 
 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
wlpun dipake tiap hari, 
tapi kebutuhan anak kos 
nda sampai yang 
sebanyak apa dlm 1 
bulan... jadi 400ml cukup 
lah buat 1 bulan 
juga.. 

















3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
 











sedikit lebih bnyk dan 
harga juga tidak 
terlampau mahal 
 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 
Cukup untuk 1 bulan 
untuk kebutuhan rumah 
 
3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
 











sedikit lebih bnyk dan 
harga juga tidak 
terlampau mahal 
 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 
Cukup untuk 1 bulan 
























dpt lebih banyak 




































































Lebih murah dan 
sekalian buat nanti 
juga.. Jadi ga ush beli- 
beli lagi 








































































































































































































































3 GB ( Rp. 
39.000) 
 
Sudah ada wifi 
170 mL 
(Rp.17.500) 
Harga tidak berbeda 




Harga dan berat tidak 
berbeda jauh 
400 mL (Rp. 
9.700) 
 










10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
 





Ya beda harga yg 
lymayan kalau 170*2 - 
































10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Waktu gue kuliah, 
mungkin gue akan 
ambil yang bawah, 
karena kebutuhan 
gue ga banyak. 
Namun sekarang 
gue udah kerja, 
kebutuhan gue juga 
bertambah. 
Sekarang aja gue 









Kalau ini, karena gue 
tinggal sendiri, gue 
mikirnya, harga 31900 
dibagi 2. Bedanya ga 
jauh. Sementara kalau 
gue belinya yang 
kegedean, nanti 
takutnya jadi rusak 












Idem sama jawaban 











Dapat kuantitas hampir 2 
kali lipat, tapi harga ga 
sampe 2x lipat. 
 
 












Karenaa sampo juga 
















pokok, alangkah lebih 
baiknya membeli yang 
ukuran besar dengan 
harga selisih tidak 
banyak 
 
10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 
Karna untuk hal 

















Stok untuk 1bulan 














Yg lebih besar krn di 









10 GB ( Rp. 
57.000) 









Beda dikit isi banyak 
780 mL 
(Rp.15.000) 
Cuci jadi lebih bersih 








































































95% Confidence Interval 
















































95% Confidence Interval 
















































95% Confidence Interval 
















































95% Confidence Interval 



















































95% Confidence Interval 















SABUN CUCI PIRING 
 


































95% Confidence Interval 















































Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender2 * FF0 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia2 * FF0 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 










Total Target kompetitor 
Gender2 Pria 21 18 39 
 
Wanita 38 26 64 
Total 
 










Total Target kompetitor 
Usia2 generasi x 3 7 10 
 
generasi y 18 16 34 
 
generasi z 38 21 59 
Total 
 





















Pendapatan2 <Rp.500.000 3 5 8 
 
Rp. 501.000 - Rp. 1.000.000 11 4 15 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 1.500.000 7 6 13 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - Rp. 2.000.000 9 5 14 
 
>Rp. 2.000.000 29 24 53 
Total 
 










Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender2 * Ipod2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia2 * Ipod2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 














Total Target kompetitor 
Gender2 Pria 30 9 39 
 
Wanita 45 19 64 
Total 
 















Total Target kompetitor 
Usia2 generasi x 5 5 10 
 
generasi y 23 11 34 
 
generasi z 47 12 59 
Total 
 











Total Target kompetitor 
Pendapatan2 <Rp.500.000 4 4 8 
 
Rp. 501.000 - Rp. 1.000.000 10 5 15 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
10 3 13 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - Rp. 
2.000.000 
12 2 14 
 
>Rp. 2.000.000 39 14 53 
Total 
 









Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender2 * Internet2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia2 * Internet2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 












Total Target Kompetitor 
Gender2 Pria 22 17 39 
 
Wanita 33 31 64 
Total 
 














Total Target Kompetitor 
Usia2 generasi x 4 6 10 
 
generasi y 16 18 34 
 
generasi z 35 24 59 
Total 
 














Total Target kompetitor 
Pendapatan2 <Rp.500.000 1 7 8 
 
Rp. 501.000 - Rp. 1.000.000 12 3 15 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
7 6 13 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - Rp. 
2.000.000 
10 4 14 
 
>Rp. 2.000.000 25 28 53 
Total 
 





Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender2 * sampo2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia2 * sampo2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 














Total Target kompetitor 
Gender2 Pria 32 7 39 
 
Wanita 51 13 64 
Total 
 
























Usia2 generasi x 7 3 10 
 
generasi y 28 6 34 
 
generasi z 48 11 59 
Total 
 












Total Target kompetitor 
Pendapatan2 <Rp.500.000 5 3 8 
 
Rp. 501.000 - Rp. 1.000.000 15 0 15 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
11 2 13 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - Rp. 
2.000.000 
11 3 14 
 
>Rp. 2.000.000 41 12 53 
Total 
 









Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender2 * odol2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia2 * odol2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 

















Total Target kompetitor 
Gender2 Pria 34 5 39 
 
Wanita 58 6 64 
Total 
 

















Total Target kompetitor 
Usia2 generasi x 7 3 10 
 
generasi y 31 3 34 
 
generasi z 54 5 59 
Total 
 














Total Target kompetitor 
Pendapatan2 <Rp.500.000 6 2 8 
 
Rp. 501.000 - Rp. 1.000.000 14 1 15 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 1.500.000 13 0 13 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - Rp. 2.000.000 12 2 14 
 
>Rp. 2.000.000 47 6 53 
Total 
 





SABUN CUCI PIRING 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender2 * sabunn2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia2 * sabunn2 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 














Total Target kompetitor 
Gender2 Pria 27 12 39 
 
Wanita 47 17 64 
Total 
 



















Total Target kompetitor 
Usia2 generasi x 7 3 10 
 
generasi y 26 8 34 
 
generasi z 41 18 59 
Total 
 











Total Target kompetitor 
Pendapatan2 <Rp.500.000 5 3 8 
 
Rp. 501.000 - Rp. 1.000.000 14 1 15 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
9 4 13 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - Rp. 
2.000.000 
12 2 14 
 
>Rp. 2.000.000 34 19 53 
Total 
 











Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender1 * FF1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia1 * FF1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 












Total target kompetitor decoy 
Gender1 Pria 21 16 7 44 
 
Wanita 27 21 11 59 
Total 
 












Total target kompetitor decoy 
Usia1 generasi x 15 4 1 20 
 
generasi y 11 12 4 27 
 
generasi z 22 21 13 56 
Total 
 



















Total target kompetitor decoy 
Pendapatan <Rp.500.000 4 4 2 10 
 
Rp. 501.000 – Rp. 1.000.000 8 3 3 14 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
1 4 2 7 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - 
Rp.2.000.000 
4 7 4 15 
 
>Rp.2.000.000 31 19 7 57 
Total 
 





Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender1 * iPod1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia1 * iPod1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 














Total target kompetitor decoy 
Gender1 Pria 26 4 14 44 
 
Wanita 26 14 19 59 
Total 
 
















Total target kompetitor decoy 
Usia1 generasi x 12 4 4 20 
 
generasi y 13 6 8 27 
 
generasi z 27 8 21 56 
Total 
 












Total target kompetitor decoy 
Pendapatan <Rp.500.000 3 4 3 10 
 
Rp. 501.000 – Rp. 1.000.000 6 1 7 14 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
2 2 3 7 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - 
Rp.2.000.000 
6 3 6 15 
 
>Rp.2.000.000 35 8 14 57 
Total 
 









Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender1 * Internet1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia1 * Internet1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 














Total target kompetitor decoy 
Gender1 Pria 25 14 5 44 
 
Wanita 24 24 11 59 
Total 
 

















Total target kompetitor decoy 
Usia1 generasi x 13 3 4 20 
 
generasi y 13 9 5 27 
 
generasi z 23 26 7 56 
Total 
 



















Total target kompetitor decoy 
Pendapatan <Rp.500.000 0 8 2 10 
 
Rp. 501.000 – Rp. 1.000.000 4 8 2 14 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
4 2 1 7 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - 
Rp.2.000.000 
8 4 3 15 
 
>Rp.2.000.000 33 16 8 57 
Total 
 













Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender1 * sampo1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia1 * sampo1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 














Total target kompetitor decoy 
Gender1 Pria 28 11 5 44 
 
Wanita 45 11 3 59 
Total 
 



















Total target kompetitor decoy 
Usia1 generasi x 17 1 2 20 
 
generasi y 21 5 1 27 
 
generasi z 35 16 5 56 
Total 
 














Total target kompetitor decoy 
Pendapatan <Rp.500.000 7 2 1 10 
 
Rp. 501.000 – Rp. 1.000.000 9 3 2 14 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
4 2 1 7 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - 
Rp.2.000.000 
8 7 0 15 
 
>Rp.2.000.000 45 8 4 57 
Total 
 









Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender1 * odol1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia1 * odol1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 














Total target kompetitor decoy 
Gender1 Pria 34 6 4 44 
 
Wanita 48 9 2 59 
Total 
 














Total target kompetitor decoy 
Usia1 generasi x 17 2 1 20 
 
generasi y 22 3 2 27 
 
generasi z 43 10 3 56 
Total 
 



















Total target kompetitor decoy 
Pendapatan <Rp.500.000 9 1 0 10 
 
Rp. 501.000 – Rp. 1.000.000 10 2 2 14 
 
Rp. 1.001.000 - Rp. 
1.500.000 
5 2 0 7 
 
Rp. 1.501.000 - 
Rp.2.000.000 
9 5 1 15 
 
>Rp.2.000.000 49 5 3 57 
Total 
 
82 15 6 103 
 
 
SABUN CUCI PIRING 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 
Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Gender1 * sabun1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 
Usia1 * sabun1 103 91.2% 10 8.8% 113 100.0% 














Total target kompetitor decoy 
Gender1 Pria 25 8 11 44 
 
Wanita 39 12 8 59 
Total 
 



















Total target kompetitor decoy 
Usia1 generasi x 16 4 0 20 
 
generasi y 22 3 2 27 
 
generasi z 26 13 17 56 
Total 
 













Total target kompetitor decoy 
Pendapatan <Rp.500.000 4 3 3 10 
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Background: The decoy effect is the phenomenon where the introduction of a third choice to a deci-
sion dyad changes the distribution of preferences between options. Objectives: Examine whether this
effect exists in alcohol purchasing decisions and whether testing context impacts this.Method: Fifty-
two participants tested in either a bar or library context and were asked to choose one of a series of
beer and water deals presented for timed intervals. In some cases, two options were presented (with
similar attractiveness) and in other cases a third, less preferable, decoy option was added. Results: A
basic decoy effect in both alcohol and water purchasing decisions. Specifically, there were reductions
in the selectionof both theoriginal optionswhen thedecoywas added into choice dyads. A significant
interaction demonstrated in the bar context there was a significant difference such that there was a
slight increase in participants selecting themost cost effective optionwhen the decoywas added, and
a simultaneous decrease in those choosing the moderately cost effective option. There were no such
differences observed in the library condition. Conclusion: The same product may be perceived differ-
ently across contexts and, as such, consumers in a pub environmentmay be particularly vulnerable to
the decoy effect.
The decoy effect (or asymmetric dominance effect) refers
to the phenomenon where introduction of a third choice
to a decision changes the distribution of preferences
between options (Huber, Payne, & Puto, 1982). Specifi-
cally, that the introduction of a third option to a choice
dyad where both of the original options have equivalent
appeal (the “decoy”), will change the selections made,
even though the third option is of inferior value (i.e. it
is asymmetrically dominated by the other two options).
Scarpi (2008) helps to define the decoy effect with an
example: There are two options to choose from, option
A (the competitor) and option B (the target). He sug-
gests that if neither option A or B are overtly preferable
based on both price and quantity (e.g. if A is less expen-
sive but lower in quality or quantity, but B is more expen-
sive but higher in quantity or quality) then there would
be an equal split of consumer choice. However, if a third,
less favorable option (optionC), is inserted into the choice
set (the decoy)—i.e. one that offers low quality/quantity
at a high price—there will be a shift in the preferences
demonstrated for options A and B. Thus although option
C would not be expected to be chosen (as the least sen-
sible choice of the three), its presence impacts the way in
which participants choose between the other two options,
the effect being a manifest difference in the overall dis-
tribution of selections made (see Figure 1). Simonson
and Tversky (1992) suggest that this could be due to the
CONTACT Rebecca L. Monk monkre@edgehill.ac.uk Psychology, Saint Helens Road, Edge Hill University, Ormskirk L QP, UK.
trade-off contrast effect, where preference for an option
is dependent on whether trade-offs in the choice set are
favorable or unfavorable for that option, and/or extreme-
ness aversion, where preference for an option is increased
if it is the intermediate choice rather than an extreme
option.
There have been a number of studies looking at the
decoy effect in multiple areas of choice and purchasing
behavior, including prize selection (Muller, Schliwa, &
Lehmann, 2014), assessments in choice dyad paradigms
(Wedell & Pettibone, 1996) and consumer decisions in
tourism (Josiam & Hobson, 1995) and house purchasing
(Hedgcock & Rao, 2009). For example, Josiam and Hob-
son (1995) presented package choice holidays to LasVegas
andDisneyWorld, where the target package was of higher
value and price. The value and price of the options were
varied systematically (in Set A, the choice dyad had Las
Vegas packages as the competitor and target, whereas in
Set B these were Walt Disney packages. In both sets, the
choice dyad plus the decoy were packages for the other
destination (Set A = Walt Disney World as competitor,
target and decoy, Set B = Las Vegas as competitor, tar-
get and decoy). They found that regardless of the pack-
age offered, the introduction of the decoy resulted in cus-
tomers predominantly shifting their preferences to higher
priced packages, showing that the addition of a third (less
beneficial) option, may change consumer’s decisions. The
©  Taylor & Francis Group, LLC
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Figure . Asymmetrical domination.
decoy effect has also been evident in the sales and mar-
keting arena for a number of years, driving consumers
to spend more money with the aim of boosting sales
and shares of certain brands, despite violating the prin-
ciples of independence (Heath & Chatterjee, 1995) Thus,
the decoy effect appears to be a fairly ubiquitous phe-
nomenon across a number of fields. Further, functional
magnetic resonance imaging (FMRI) of participant’s cere-
bral activity during such choice tasks has shown that pres-
ence of a third alternative (the decoy) is associated with
increased activity in areas of the brain associated with
negative emotion—compared to choice tasks that only
involved two options (Hedgcock & Rao, 2009). This sug-
gests that the consideration of three options activates a
negative emotion which may drive cognitive processes
designed to reduce this sensation by changing product
attribute perceptions/evaluations.
However, while hitherto unexamined within research
into alcohol purchasing practices, assessing the decoy
effect in this area may offer further insights into the fac-
tors which impact alcohol buying habits. Indeed, there is
an ever-increasing focus on alcohol purchasing and the
so called “binge drinking culture” (Plant & Plant, 2006).
It has also been found that alcohol purchased from off-
trade sector retailers (such as supermarkets) is an integral
contributor to heavy drinking within the UK (Barton &
Husk, 2012) and there have been concerns that certain
deals (in both on and off-trade venues) actively promote
particular purchasing practices (Christie et al., 2001). This
discourse can be observed within the ongoing debate on
MinimumUnit Pricing (cf. Holmes et al., 2014). The pur-
pose of this research is therefore to examine whether this
decoy effect occurswithin alcohol selection decisions, and
whether this should therefore also be a concern to those
attempting to curb alcohol purchasing behaviors which
can have particularly adverse public health outcomes.
Scarpi (2008) also notes that context effects are not
independent from selection decisions and context should
be considered in studies of decisionmaking.While choos-
ing, consumers compare the option they might buy with
the other alternatives currently available in the choice
set. However, they may also make comparisons with the
alternatives they remember from their past. This sug-
gests that the same product may be perceived differ-
ently in a different context (Scarpi, 2008), owing to the
power of context-dependent memory and reinstatement
(cf. Siegel, 2001). Accordingly, there is abundant litera-
ture which demonstrates that alcohol and drug related
cues can impact craving, withdrawal, tolerance and over-
dose (e.g. Connors Longabaugh, & Miller, 1996; Kenny,
Chen, Kitamura, &Markou et al., 2006; Lê, Poulos, &Cap-
pell, 1979; Ramos, Siegel, & Bueno, 2002; Siegel, 1984;
Siegel, 2001; Siegel, & Ellsworth, 1986). Furthermore, it
has been demonstrated that the alcohol-related cognitions
and consumption are similarly affected by changes in con-
text (Monk & Heim, 2013a, 2013b, 2014; Wall, Mckee, &
Hinson, 2000). There is also a growing literature that drug
and substance-related contexts and cues (e.g., alcohol and
tobacco cue exposures) can impact behavioral economic
demand as assessed via hypothetical purchase tasks (cf.
Acker & MacKillop, 2013; Amlung, Acker, Stojek, Mur-
phy, &MacKillop, 2012; MacKillop et al., 2012). This cur-
rent research will therefore aim to expand this line of
research and examine whether the decoy effect is evi-
dent in alcohol purchasing decisions, and alsowhether the
environment of testing (pub vs. lab) impacts the selections
made. It was predicted that there would be evidence of a
decoy effect in alcohol selection decision such that there
would be a shift in participants’ selections when a decoy
is added to a choice dyad. Specifically, there would be a
decrease in the selection of the target options (the most
cost-effective choice) and an increase in the selection of
the competitor options. It was also predicted that the
decoy effect may be exacerbated (a greater shift towards
the competitor and away from the target options) dur-




52 student participants were recruited via opportunity
sampling from a UK University. 38 were females aged
18–35 (M = 22.14, SD = 4.03) and 14 were male aged
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18–34 (M = 22.22, SD = 4.40). Participants responded
to online advertisements, flyers, and personal requests
for participation on campus, which involved approach-
ing individuals in the library and in social areas on cam-
pus, as well as upon entering and leaving lecture theatres.
These advertisements requested volunteers for a study
which was examining alcoholic and nonalcoholic pur-
chasing practices. Power analyses were conducted using
G∗Power 3.1.9.2, which indicated that this sample size
was sufficient for the purposes of the current analyses1 .
Design
A2× (Stimuli: Beer andWater)× 2 (Testing context: Pub
or library) mixed design was utilized, with testing context
as between subject factor and stimuli as a within subjects
factor, to assess the impact of product type (beer or water)
and testing context (pub or library) on the change in par-
ticipant’s selection options when a decoy was added. Par-
ticipants’ BrACs levels were used as a covariate in analy-
ses, in order to control for between context variations in
intoxication.
Stimuli andmaterials
Each stimulus presented the price of the product and
quantity of the product on sale, along with a picture, in
a fashion similar to those presented in on-sale and off-
sale venues (e.g. bars and supermarkets). While designed
specifically for the purposes of the present study, pilot
testing provided assurance of the validity of these stim-
uli. The pictures were un-branded, in order to control
for the effect on brands on decision making (Simonson,
1992) and in light of research which has shown that brand
names may impact the manifestation of the decoy effect
(Kim, Park, & Ryu, 2006). Stimuli in the current research
were therefore designed to replicate the criteria set out
by Scarpi (2008) but using alcohol and water sales offers.
So, where two options were presented to participants, the
water or beer offers were similarly attractive2 , depend-
ing on the preferences of the buyer (e.g. one was more
expensive but provided a greater quantity of the prod-
uct whist the other was cheaper but provided fewer of
the product). The aim of the decoy is to push people
towards the decoy and/or the competitor (as target ismost
cost-effective). A pilot study was carried out in order to
 Post-hoc power analyses were also run on the significant effects revealed.
These found that the power ( –β error probability) was above . for both (in
fact the powerwas . for themain effect), acceptably close to the traditional
standard of ..
 For the purposes of clarity, these are termed the “target”and the “competitor,”
as the cost per bottle was slightly lower for the former. The cost per bottle of
the decoy was always at least twice as much as that of the moderate cost-
effective option.
Figure . Indifference curve for target and competitor options. An
indifference curve is a graph showing whether goods with  char-
acteristics have equal consumer appeal. Items with combinations
of X and Y characteristics are plotted as points on the graph. Items
onor above the curve are preferred to thosebelow the curve. In the
present task, we set out to present a series of choice dyads—deals
with offers onwater or beer that had equal appeal (the competitor
vs. the target), in order to then examine whether the subsequent
presentation of the decoy affected selections. As all points on this
indifference graph are very close to the curve, this assures us that
target and competitor items had similar appeal.
establish which offers should be used as the target (most
cost effective), competitor (moderate) and decoy (least
cost effective). This showed that participants were able to
determine which of the options within the choice dyad
was the most cost-effective, and these items were then
used as the target. When a third option was added into
this array, this option (the decoy water or beer offer) was
the least financially sensible choice. In other words, it was
asymmetrically dominated by the other two water/beers
offers and would be unlikely to be a favored selection.
Pilot research suggested also that participants were able
to identify which of the options were the least financially
desirable, allaying fears that the task required excessive
mental arithmetic capabilities. Statistics (see results sec-
tion) also demonstrate that, in the current study, partic-
ipants did in fact choose the most cost-effective option
from the choice dyad in the majority of cases. Finally, an
indifference curve (see Figure 2), plotted for the target and
competitor options, also suggested that these options lie
approximately on the same curve, demonstrating the sub-
stitutability of the Target and the Competitor products.
Participants were therefore presented with a choice
of two options or three options for beer or water pur-
chases on the screen, and asked to indicate (by clicking
on the screen) which of the options they would purchase
(see Figure 3). They were informed that they would only
have a limited time period to make these choices and
each dyad was displayed on the screen for 10,000 ms.
Time constraints were implemented in order to maxi-
mize the potential for the decoy effect (cf. Tversky &
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Figure . Example stimuli: No decoy present (L) and decoy present
(R) (beer images).
Shafir, 1992), to standardize the otherwise variable effect
of time on decision making (Ariely & Zakay, 2001), and
in the knowledge that consumers are rarely motivated
to spend large amounts of time considering their pur-
chasing options everyday life (Hoyer, 1984). Feedback on
the timing from the pre-test was also taken into account.
The order of stimuli presentation was randomized with
an equal number of trials with binary and trinary choice
options (total number of trials= 40). The task was scored
by measuring each participants selections at time one
(when two options were presented—the most cost effec-
tive (The Target) and the moderate cost effective option
(The Competitor) and then at time two (when the decoy
option—the least cost effective, was added into to the
other two options). A change score was subsequently cal-
culated from this data (see results for more info).
The AUDIT (Babor, Higgins-Biddle, Saunders, &
Monteiro, 2001) was utilized to measure hazardous and
harmful patterns of alcohol consumption. This 10-item
screening questionnaire includes 4 sub-scales that assess
patterns of alcohol consumption (e.g., How often do you
have a drink containing alcohol?), drinking behavior (e.g.,
How often during the last year have you failed to do what
was normally expected from you because of drinking?),
adverse reactions (e.g., How often during the last year
have you been unable to remember what happened the
night before because you had been drinking?) and prob-
lem drinking (e.g., Has a relative, friend or doctor or
another health worked been concerned about your drink-
ing or suggested you cut down?).
Procedure
Full ethical approval was obtained prior to study
commencement. Participants who responded to adver-
tisements and requests for participation emailed the
researcher if there were interested in taking part and those
who utilized online participation system, registered their
interest. Following this, participants were allocated ran-
domly to complete all aspects of the experiment in either
the lecture theatre or pub testing conditions3 . Arrange-
ments were then made with participants as to where
and when they should meet the researcher. All partici-
pants were fully briefed prior to the study and provided
informed consent prior to testing.No incentiveswere pro-
vided in exchange for participation. Following a full brief-
ing and the provision of informed consent,4 E-Prime was
utilized to present participants with a randomized array of
40 choice decisions (20 beer offers and 20 water options).
Testing was conducted using E-Prime on a laptop in
either the student union bar or library testing contexts,
and participants were recruited via opportunity sampling.
In accordance with previous field research (cf. Monk &
Heim, 2013a), testing took place between the hours of
12 pmand 6 pm, to limit noise and the active promotion of
drinks offers/deals (e.g. the advertising or real drink deals
by promoters). Participants were also taken away from the
peers prior to testing. Thesemeasures were undertaken in
order to reduce the potential confounds of peer influence,
alcohol consumption and product promotion.
Upon completion of the assessment, all participants
were given the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test
(AUDIT). The current study aimed to test the effect of
testing environment on decision making. However, alco-
hol consumption is known to affect judgments and impair
decisionmaking (George, Rogers, &Duka, 2005) and test-
ing in the pub environment meant that participants may
have consumed alcohol, although this was not an inclu-
sion nor exclusion criteria. Therefore, in order to con-
trol for any effect of intoxication on decision making all
participants were breathalyzed (measuring Breath alco-
hol concentration, BrAC—measured in mg/l using a Lion
 Pilot research for this study utilized opportunity sampling but it was decided
that random allocation would be beneficial in order to allay fears that those
who were recruited in the pub testing condition could have been manifestly
different from those whowere tested in the lecture condition. Such concerns
arise from suggestions that people seek out supportive social environments
for their drinking and, as such, those who drink more (and have supportive
cognitions) may bemore likely to frequent a student pub (Senchak, Leonard,
& Greene, ).
 As BrAC levels were not taken until the end of testing, to avoid demand char-
acteristics, testing took place between  and  P.M, in order to limit the poten-
tial for heavy intoxication (as per Monk & Heim, a). Furthermore, intoxi-
cation exclusion criteria were adopted by the researchers: Would-be partici-
pants in the pub condition who were overtly excessively intoxicated and/or
were not able to demonstrate to the researcher that they had understood
the briefing and would be able to complete the task were not tested. This
was done in order to provide assurances that all consent was appropriately
informed.
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Table . Proportions and standard deviations of most cost-
effective choice in choice dyadby drink type in the pub and library
conditions.
Testing condition
Pub condition Library condition
Beer . (.) . (.)
Water . (.) . (.)
Alcometer R© 400) upon completion of testing. Individual
BrACs levels were then used as a covariate in subsequent
analyses. This test and the administration of the AUDIT
remained the final component of testing in order to con-
trol for any potential procedural signaling (Davies & Best,
1996). Participants were thanked for their time and fully
debriefed on completion of this final part of the study.
Testing took around 10 min to complete in total.
Results
Preliminary analyses indicated that participants in the
pub and library testing contexts did not differ significantly
in their AUDIT score, nor on demographic factors includ-
ing age and gender (p > .05). In the alcohol related con-
text, mean AUDIT scores ranged from 3 to 15 (M = 9.65,
SD = 2.90), and in the non-alcohol related context from
3 to 13 (M = 8.48, SD = 2.31). BrACs levels in the alco-
hol related context ranged from 0 to 0.32 (M= 0.05, SD=
0.08). BrACs levels in the nonalcohol-related context were
all 0.
Participants chose the most cost-effective option in
the majority of cases in the choice dyads (see Table 1).
A mixed ANCOVA (2 × (Stimuli: Beer and Water) ×
2 (Testing context: Pub or library), with the proportion
choosing the most cost-effective option as the dependent
variable and BrACs levels as the covariate, showing no
differences for stimuli or testing context (all p’s > .17).
Results suggest that participants were capable of identi-
fying the most cost effective option.
The raw data were taken from each participants selec-
tions at time one (when two options were presented—
the most cost effective (The Target) and the moderate
cost effective option (The Competitor) and then at time
two (when the decoy option—the least cost effective, was
added into to the other two options). This data were for
both beer and water selections. Raw percentage choices
of target and competitor options are shown in Table 2,
for both binary and trinary sets for both contexts. These
suggest that percentage choice of the target option was
reduced more in the alcohol-related context.
A change score was then computed in order to look at
the shift in participants’ selections between time one and
time two (time one—time two). Negative scores therefore
Table . Cross-context percentage of selections for competitor
and target for beer and water (with and without the decoy
present). This table contains raw percentages, where the change
scores are proportional changes for each participant from target
(binary beer/water)→ target (trinary beer/water+ decoy), com-
petitor (binary beer/water) → competitor (trinary beer/water +
decoy).
Binary Trinary
Target Competitor Target Competitor Decoy
Library
condition
Beer .% .% .% .% .%
Water .% .% .% .% .%
Pub
condition
Beer .% .% .% .% .%
Water .% .% .% .% .%
indicated a reduction in the selection of the given beer
or water option at time two (when the decoy had been
added). Table 3 shows these means and standard devia-
tions.
A 2 × (Stimuli: Beer and Water) × 2 (Testing context:
Pub or library) × 2 (Selection: The Target and The Com-
petitor))mixed Factorial ANCOVAwas conducted (using
individual BrACs levels as the covariate) to examine the
change in participants’ selected options when a decoy is
added. This revealed that there was no significant main
effect of stimuli F (1, 48)= .00, p> .05, η2p=0.00, suggest-
ing there was no difference in choices made, regardless of
whether beer or water options were presented. There was
also no significant main effect of testing context F (1, 48)
= .37, p > .05, η2p=0.01, implying that context alone did
not impact upon selections. There was however a signif-
icant main effect of selection F (1, 48) = 11.57, p < .05,
η2p=0.19, with a large effect size. This significant result
shows that the overall change score was different from 0,
in that there was a reduction in those selecting both the
competitor for beer (M = − .12, SD = .15) and water
(M=−.13, SD= .21) and target options for beer (M = −
.07, SD =.20) and water (M= − .04, SD =.17) when the
decoy was added. These results also show that in the pub
condition therewas an overall reduction in those selecting
the target/competitor choices after the decoy was added.
Specifically, therewas larger increase in those selecting the
competitor, for beer (M = − .25, SD =.33) and water (M
= − 24, SD=.29), while there was little/no real change in
Table . Means and standard deviation for drink type selections
in the pub and library conditions (simple differences between the
binary and the ternary choice sets).
Testing condition
Pub condition Library condition
Target Competitor Target Competitor
Beer . (.) − . (.) − . (.) − . (.)
Water . (.) − . (.) − . (.) − . (.)
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the selection of the target, for both beer (M =.05, SD =
.26) and water (M = .01, SD =.25) after the decoy was
added. In both contexts, this reduction was greater for
those selecting the competitor effective option rather than
the target option (see Table 3). A significant interaction
between context and selection was also found F (1, 48)
= 3.97, p < .05, ηp2=.08 (medium effect size), although
no other interactions were found to be significant. Sim-
ple main effects analyses revealed that participants situ-
ated in the library exhibited a reduction in the selection
of both the competitor and target options when the decoy
was added. However there was no significant difference
between those selecting the competitor and target choices
(p >.05). However, there was a significant difference in
change scores of those situated in the pub (p<. 001).Here,
there was amoderate increase in participants selecting the
target option when the decoy was added but there was a
decrease in those choosing the competitor option. There
were also no differences between the alcohol-related pub
and non-alcohol-related (library) contexts on either the
competitor or target change scores.
In summary, the introduction of the decoy option
reduced the absolute proportions of selections of the tar-
get and competitor options. This was also the case when
taking into account the change in choices of participants.
However, there was an effect of context. Specifically, in the
non alcohol-related context, there were negative change
scores for target and competitor option, but these were
not significantly different from one another. Importantly,
in the alcohol-related context, there were negative change
scores for the competitor option, but not for the target
option. Indeed, therewas amarginal positive change score
for the target option. This suggests that, in this context, the
introduction of the decoy elicits a moderate increase in
participant selection of the target and a decrease in those
choosing the competitor.
Discussion
The aim of this experiment was to examine the decoy
effect in alcohol and consumer purchasing decisions.
Specifically, examine the changes in choice selections
which occur when an objectively unfavorable option (the
decoy) is added to a twoother (more favorable) options. In
linewith research in other areas of investigation (cf.Hedg-
cock & Rao, 2009; Josiam & Hobson, 1995; Muller et al.,
2014;Wedell & Pettibone, 1996), a decoy effect was appar-
ent. Specifically, when the decoy was added there was a
significant reduction in the number of selections of the
moderately cost-effective options (the competitor) com-
pared to most cost-effective options (the target). Thus,
the introduction of the decoy did not affect the choice of
the most cost-effective option but there was decrease in
selections of the moderately cost-effective option. This
effect was also found regardless of whether beer or water
products were presented, supporting the apparent ubiq-
uity of this phenomenon across a wide range of areas.
As predicted, the interaction between context and
selection shows that the location of testing may have an
important effect on this decision making. Here, there was
no significant difference in the change scores of target and
competitor options in those tested in the library context.
However, in the pub testing context, there was a moder-
ate increase in participants selecting the most cost effec-
tive option (the target) and a decrease in those choos-
ing the moderately cost effective option (the competitor).
Therefore the decoy effect appears to be present in deci-
sion making, regardless of the stimulus shown. However,
the reduction in medium cost-effective selections (over
the reduction of the most cost-effective options) seems
to be exclusive to the pub context. This effect was found
when controlling for the possible effects of intoxication
(by way of controlling for BrAC levels), and thus it can-
not be explained by the noted effects of alcohol intoxica-
tion on decision making (George et al., 2005). In other
words, this effect does not appear to be the result of any
intoxication in the bar testing context (which is unlikely
in a library). Rather, the current results appear to sup-
port the assertion of Scarpi (2008) who suggests that the
same product may be perceived differently in a different
context, owing to the power of context-dependent mem-
ory and reinstatement (cf. Siegel, 2001). Indeed, irrespec-
tive of choosing alcohol or non-alcohol related products,
it appears that the bar testing context may make would-
be consumers more susceptible to the decoy effect (and
the selection of less-cost effective items). Alcohol Myopia
theory (Steele & Josephs, 1990) suggests that alcohol con-
sumption can create a state of short-sightedness in which
fewer environmental cues are processed and that those
which are processed are done so with substantially less
efficiency. Similarly, it has been proposed that being in
alcohol-related environments may cause a similar nar-
rowing of attentionwhich renders respondents less able to
process and retain incoming information (Monk, Heim,
Qureshi, & Price, 2015). The current findings may there-
fore suggest that, akin to alcohol-related cognitions and
consumption (Monk & Heim, 2013a, 2013b, 2014; Wall
et al., 2000), purchasing decisions are similarly affected by
context. Additionally, the current research suggests that
cognitions regarding non-alcohol related products may
also be affected. This will come as no surprise to own-
ers of licensed premises and off-sale premises, where envi-
ronmental considerations are taken to boost sales (cf. for
example, Hughes et al., 2012; Turley & Chebat, 2002).
Nonetheless, the current research adds further weight
to the importance of considering the effect of context
on decision making. In real-world contexts such as off-
sale (e.g. supermarket) and licensed (e.g. bar) premises,
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the current research may also offer important insights.
Here, when presented with an array of different options
(product deals or offers), consumers may not make the
most cost effective decision. Indeed, the current research
raises awareness for the potential, deliberate insertion of
decoy offers by supermarkets and bars, (with the inten-
tion of increasing profits). Further research to examine
current sales practicemay therefore be warranted—with a
view raising awareness and considering increases in gov-
ernmental regulation of licensed premises. Furthermore,
there may be a need for greater awareness of this phe-
nomenon in the design of interventions which aim to
tackle problematic consumption by raising awareness of
such contextual vulnerabilities.
A potential limitation of the current research is that a
typical pub or supermarket will have numerous choices
of alcoholic drink available, while the current research
limited participants to just beer (in order to limit the
demands placed upon participants). Furthermore, the
current research used of a laptop to present and images of
drinks, rather than presenting the actual product them-
selves for participants to choose from. There was also no
actual money exchanged, meaning that the decision may
have beenmade under the same level of financial scrutiny,
or with the perceived importance, as real consumer pur-
chasing decisions of this nature. As such, we acknowledge
that this research does not fully replicate the usual deci-
sion making and purchasing scenario, which may limit
the generalizability of the current results. Future research
to test the effects of the current findings on real-life pur-
chasing decisions in on - and off-sale environments would
therefore be highly advantageous. Further, while attempts
were made to reduce the potential confounds of peer
influence and product promotion (e.g. the advertising or
presence of drink deals), their total absence cannot be
assured while also maintaining a real-life testing environ-
ment. Future research may thus be expanded by increas-
ing the ecological validity of future in vivo assessments of
the decoy effect using (e.g. presenting the products on the
shelves, monetary exchange etc). The use of virtual real-
ity environments (e.g. Acker &MacKilliop, 2013) and the
testing of peer influence may also offer a further platform
on which to assess such factors.
Time constraints were introduced in the current study
in order to replicate the quick decision making pro-
cesses which are typical of real life. Nonetheless, it should
be noted that time constraints also add pressure into a
decision making process (Dhar & Nowlis, 1999). Future
research may therefore be expanded by examining unre-
stricted decision making. An examination of whether the
current results may be replicated or modified with the
inclusion of recognizable brands (cf. Simonson, 1992)
may also be fruitful. Use of phantom decoys (cf. Scarpi &
Pizzi, 2013)may also be relevant with the advent of online
purchasing of alcohol and how “sold-out” or out-of-stock
options (Huang & Zhang, 2015) may affect choice. It
should also be noted that the current sample was made
up entirely of University students. Alcohol consumption
is highly prevalent in this sample (e.g. Karam, Kypri, &
Salamoun, 2007; Knight et al., 2002), particularly with
peers and in the pub environment (cf. Straus & Bacon,
1953). Further research beyond this sample is thus recom-
mended. Nonetheless, in a first for decoy effect research,
the current findings point to a potential decoy effect
in alcohol purchasing decisions. Further, the context in
which selection decisions are made may be particularly
important. Suggestions of a bar-related vulnerability to
this phenomenon point towards a need for greater aware-
ness in the pursuit of improved intervention approaches.
Theremay also be a need for increased governmental reg-
ulation of advertising and sales promotions in off-sale and
licensed premises.
Glossary
Breath Alcohol Concentration (BrAC): A measure of amount
of alcohol in the blood, measured in mg/l using a
breathalyzer—the Lion Alcometer R© 400.
Competitor: The moderately cost effective item in a choice
paradigm.
Decoy: The least cost effective item in a choice paradigm.
Decoy effec: Also known as asymmetric dominance effect. The
phenomenon where the introduction of a third choice to
a decision changes the distribution of preferences between
options. Specifically, that the introduction of a third option
(the decoy) to a choice dyad where both of the original
options have largely equivalent appeal (the competitor and
the target) will change the selections made.
E-Prime: Software that allows the design of computer-based
psychological experiments.
Target: The most cost-effective item in a choice paradigm.
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